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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that smﬂ ced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positio SHi any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". Cm (e ]
° PPy JIN=9192 _ 3D

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, m:ﬂlonsmted a Jonifed
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology o ‘
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing g
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢©) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do pot own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(¢) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
"full settlements", gw risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of\the am rocess! '

Date f,é/ /795.

MMDS Applicant: Signed
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1

hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that siﬁgegl fiyed my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any %

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN = 9“9924 - —é
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As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, thedfcotmersoaash
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology couldrbes armaistereamdidate to 5

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the adrginistration of the awards process! /0 . "
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors MUCHCM my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm po to anye
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. ﬁ
JUN =9.9921 )
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the ﬁtﬁ
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technc[:i{;asF mcandldate F

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are “insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the admmlstratlj of the gwards process!
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Pursuantﬁ M&@' mﬁth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit thetoftiinents below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posltP'Ec WE@to anﬁ
cons1der?dgn Bf al{%g_\gj{ule change that would apply to "settlement groups”.

JuN -9 9:19921

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the F emohstrated a %
thaRcE@@Q}if ig@etter approach, and that "wireless cable" technolo?gw
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for THE SEBETARY ﬁhhg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks gcceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the adxmmﬂratlon of the awards process'

MMDS Applicant: Signed /)/ A ]/g,g A / //d 720 A Date M /f A
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Pursuant to the FC™'s April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position HE@EWEBW , 6
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". —-
JIN=91921 =X

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a pomﬁ
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology JSUNRwWIRHOSIDdIdS 10 i =
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the ﬁ@@%mmmg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application te include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant. ' '

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "seftlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed M&ﬂm %&/ Date g” an’ﬂ/
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced Moy
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positiﬂ E@Eﬂifl&)ﬂo any =x3
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. o1 5
JUN=9.0992 =
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a posit{§®
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technologhFaEaaIGBENOSTENICMIMEShte
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for tHEIEQ® 15 EEAAY filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery “settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant. o

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed W/ 7 b $23 -S>
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Pursuant to the FCC's A . 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, i
hereby submit the comiuents below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any =53

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. R ECEIVED ‘r_g 'é

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the Fww a prg:u?
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology cou a viabl€ candidate

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was #ggdhediftfrciOdiinAddling
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopalygenriefsatiomby average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process"” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant. ‘

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing “settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administrati e awards process! '
MMDS Applicant; Sigaf( . ' > Dae 5—/‘2 7/? Ca
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that s1ﬂm my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position an y O
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. JUN = =9 1992

{ ns =2

(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, ﬂmgﬁﬁgm ted a ﬁﬁ@
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology coulaifee e
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a ﬁlmg
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c¢) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals 1o speed procesHpg M| ications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly in ced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm positionjad gppo%tion to any
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups". R\ G\ A

(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demow position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could bé a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants. HECE‘VED

t

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process élottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. JUN ~ 9 19 92

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of itSaR& F_’ ch
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by E"

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementloned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed%ﬁéf/~ %M(L Date (7.7 9)%7




RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" /7. %

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. 0R|G|N,’\L

(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demg?;txﬁ&g position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-foot WIE B
media giants.

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiodljﬂocer"”atery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules PEFQ%%‘IHE El‘iﬁ‘ﬁ‘f‘@lYezncoe
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

() In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverageé the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process'

Coip ya il { AZL/ Dateé/fQZ/

MMDS Applicant: Signed



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" ﬁ(} 7\ 2 ,_9

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposmon

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. Q S

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra@a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq i j B
media giants. %CE‘VE

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectioﬂ’mcesg“ |8?)&&)')
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddﬁ:x&m COMMUNGATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adopticn of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

( For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed "/l g £ C:ju_/ Date/ . 2.9 1
77 +




RESPUNSE 10 FUL "KEQUED L FUI CUIYLYARIY L 79@-,@

CONSUME
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to spe;ds ;%.%SMWDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factord ‘% Menificantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition tonﬂv}ﬂ
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to " settlemejggrgjps"q 29 Pi g 1@ i
LA
(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable :gi , the FCC demonstratg@fa%f)sition
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” gz& wa&aﬁm@
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the 1

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by ‘gvm
1

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-feumlg

media giants. FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
. s . : " . OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process” (lottery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups". )

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed_ &tz it QS \ﬂ,,\ ¢ Date 30./”(!,3 1592,



RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT"

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "reguest for co. prg A 0, (@éﬁfeed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hemﬁy submit the comments below to address the FAC riles/and elated factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposmﬂ\gmp\\_

consideration of a retroactive rule change that woul% npp]ji to X sggl?ﬁlﬂyzgmups F\\,E

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better approach, and tha 'hv;rc ﬁ hnology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obv1ous Festio objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equﬁgﬁg Wﬁ
media giants. l

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiomﬂ“cEsg' m:'y)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

. . ARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules rgF %g prg erence

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "scttlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

() For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather" individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed _4%.. ALY/ Date $~/30/91




RESPONSE 10U FUU "KEQUED 1 FUK LCUIVLVALIN L pd ? A .ﬂ
CONSUMER /

Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for FBUIBIERL O proy esa'ls to speed processing of MMDS applications®, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the Pt rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to an‘-

consideration of a retroactive rule change thg{mvogld qu&} 'ﬁ‘*i" seplement groups”. OR\G\NA
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstfa sitibn

(b)

©

d

©

®

that competition is a better approach, RlE(e W@&ble" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing

environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eqHE‘c'ENEBe
media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selecﬁdwyro?:gsl%hery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bid&sgm COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.

Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups"”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a

"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to

foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed%&g@_ﬁ; Date -39 -F.9




RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" (- 72 §°
67 5UMER ASS!SY
Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request'fo? W bn proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced Q&P\\'
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition

consideration of a retroactive rule chagiil that weuBD#fpli/ b "settlement groups”. 3 ‘“‘&. :

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of C m mulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated & position
that competition is a better apprg , wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on i e
media giants. eﬂgbw

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectﬂwf)rﬁo%slw&ttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION

FEDERAL
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “"grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed Qt«u:&:(’ A %éugj Date 2, / 3/ /Q’L




RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" Pﬂ ?‘9“ '&) 7
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "r@qugsgfox@ﬁ’é;h on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications®, 1

hereby submit the comments below to addfss the FCC rules and related factors that significantly inﬂuw

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposi%a
consideration of a retroactive rule chwe'}hatu\/&ﬁ ply to "settlement groups"”.

@

(b)

(¢}

(d)

©

®

e -

As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress.to 1? ulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better app. g?éxﬁih t ™Wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on QHEGEVE&
media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectio# %”oce?s"‘%?%‘tery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddggny coummicATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY
This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage
their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a

"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to

foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed @ D&AM@ \A.QA_A_,A QA Date ( o } - @ 2
S 2\




RESPONSE TO FCC "REQUEST FOR COMMENT" ﬁ?, f A—40
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request’f&'&%mqmgn proposals to speed processing of MMDS. applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to address thB'H€\Crules and related factors that significantly }nﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change mt Would apply 10 Yettlement groups”. Q\\,
(a) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC dem 5 ppsigon
that competition is a better approaclﬂﬁl@ ireless cable” technology could be a viable ate to

(b)

©

@

(€

®

foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq:HEEEViE&
media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectioi‘m#oce?s"%(%‘(ery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest biddgg.c., coumuncATIONs COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.

Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably! -

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS
service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a

"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to

foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators" often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would “grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

/

MMDS Applicant: Signed %z/uzz'u;/ f - ALt Te Date S -29- 72
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th requestﬂt cqum dm proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications", 1
hereby submit the comments below to addressmfésﬁc rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to

consideration of a retroactive rule chan;gpe th? wqplgﬂfply g "settlement groups". 0?\\ \&

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated a position
that competition is a better appro wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create 2 filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ i

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection‘wycé'sg Mry)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest blddﬁbER AL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
: , OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria

can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are “"insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all” lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the apphcant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awar
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MMDS Applicant: Signed
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Oth "request famaemmians 88 proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby su. mit the comments below to addreé¥ les and related factors that significantly influenced my

filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposmon &
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. 6‘

Jow 3 4y

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstra posmon
that competition is a better approac “wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The quﬁiﬂ objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equ
media gia_nts' ﬁgﬁg lVE‘D

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selecﬁon%c'ésg‘ m?t'ery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bldd%emcm MUNCATIONS COMMISSION
, , OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
() This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups", the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

() For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards proctss'

MMDS Applicant: Signed ﬁd(g /{ AL
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significant{j{jflaénd§9dny
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition t

y
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. Ff:'DEﬁ(A)LF MISSION
g
stral

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demon a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average
American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equal-footing with the

media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection process" (lottery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder.

(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting exira
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Sign%ﬁggg;&%@« Date _é:/'.l?/ A -
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to any

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. P\L

N
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC @% \ Zfosiﬁon
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a v date to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on We
media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selecﬁJ”ﬂrSc&Mttery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidder. COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION

. . . . . .. FEOER%FFICEOF THE SECRETARY
() This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting ¢xtra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery “settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “"request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly ?r{ﬂuenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and opposition to W :
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. 0?\\6 ‘

<FLE
(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstriggd g})osition
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq i ;
media giants. ﬁécEVEBC

(b) An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectior}WoEe?s'l%altery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidc‘i:%ém COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE-OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(¢) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group" of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants’ trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: Signed‘%/ W Date_ & ~/—5 2
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition t\@
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”.

(@ As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrated‘ position

(b)

(©)

@

©

®

that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable” technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on equﬁmm
media giants.

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selection ess” (?9 ttzery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest blddﬁoem COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.

Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups".

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financisl certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the piepaiation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing “settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non~monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process'
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Pursuant to the FCC's April 9th “request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm position and oppositioxhw
consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "scttlement groups”. OR\ \’E )

P od

(@) As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstratg}a position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a viable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on ethEEEVEy
media giants.

() An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectiol’} WOCC?S”‘ %?(?kkery)
in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest bidc}g&m COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
(c) This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference
credits” that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting gxtra
ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.
Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

(d) The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

(e) In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making
to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
"settlement group” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

(f) For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements”, greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of
the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

MMDS Applicant: SignedMéé&M Date_ (/2/52
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Pursuant to the FCC's April Sth "request for comment on proposals to speed processing of MMDS applications”, 1
hereby submit the comments below to address the FCC rules and related factors that significantly influenced my
filing as a sincere MMDS applicant. Further, these comments reflect my firm posmon and opposition to anl

consideration of a retroactive rule change that would apply to "settlement groups”. OR\

@)
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@

(e)
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As an adjunct to the efforts of Congress to re-regulate the cable industry, the FCC demonstrateg L position
that competition is a better approach, and that "wireless cable" technology could be a vxable candidate to
foster a competitive industry. The obvious Congressional objective was for the FCC to create a filing
environment for the MMDS licenses that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average

American citizens through rule-making which would enable them to compete on eq i j
media giants. “ﬁgwrvgﬁ

An anti-monopoly initiative was apparent in the FCC's adoption of a "random selectionlmc?,sg" Ia%giery)

in lieu of an auction that would have sold the MMDS licenses to the highest b1dder AL COMHUNCATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY

This anti-monopoly rule-making was emphasized by the FCC's adoption of its rules regarding "preference

credits" that would attract ordinary American citizens to the licensing process by crediting extra

ping pong balls to minority applicants or applicants that do not own controlling interest in a mass media.

Even more significant was the FCC's rules allowing alliance strategies enabling applicants to leverage

their risks through post-filing, pre-lottery "settlement groups”.

The FCC imposes rigid application criteria as a post-filing prerequisite without which applications could
not qualify to be in the lottery. This criteria ruled that applications were to include complex engineering,
technical specifications, interference analysis, legal data and financial certification to demonstrate
feasibility as an application (if awarded the license) that could result in a developed MMDS system serving
the public. Accordingly, the preparation of an application to include the aforementioned criteria
can represent substantial costs to an applicant.

In view of the considerable costs to prepare a viable application, there is substantially more at risk to the
applicant than a $155.00 filing fee! Understanding the risks, it was the FCC's own rule-making

to allow "preference credits" and alliance strategies that made these risks acceptable. In fact, without
the FCC's rules specifically allowing "settlement groups”, the Congressional objective to create a filing
environment that would attract qualified non-monopoly participation by average American citizens would
have failed miserably!

Conversely, the FCC has implied that MMDS applicants who would be party to alliances are "insincere
speculators” with no real interest in seeing an awarded license developed to provide an MMDS

service to the public. This implication ignores the viability of an awarded license being shared by a
“settlement group"” of co-owners with combined resources that collectively represent greater finance ability to
foster a viable MMDS service. Ironically, the alliance concept of co-ownership appeals to applicants of a
sincere posture but proves less appealing to "insincere speculators” often having a "win-it-all" lottery
mentality.

For the FCC to now even entertain a retroactive change in the alliance rules under which thousands of
applicants filed in good faith would be virtually unconstitutional! All due respects to law-making process
that would "grandfather” individuals that filed under the previous rules, the FCC should nevertheless
comprehend that to even consider any such retroactive rule change would still be a violation of the MMDS
applicants' trust and constitutional rights as American citizens. Alliance strategies, especially resulting in
"full settlements", greatly leverage the lottery risk for the applicant and, per the preference of

the FCC, expedite the administration of the awards process!

. 5 o,
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